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NRC Correspondence

1.

Letter from Darrell G. Eisenhut to All BWR Licensees
dated July 7, 1981, "Safety Concerns Associated with

Pipe

Breaks in the BWR Scram System (Generic Letter

No. 81-26)" (A27 810720 021)

Letter from Darrell G. Eisenhut to All BWR Licensees
(Except Humbolt Bay) dated August 31, 1981, "Safety
Concerns Associated with Pipe Breaks in the BWR Scram
System (Generic Letter 81-34)"  (A27 810921 020)
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1.

o

Corporale

a.

NSRS

"Quality Assurance Guidelines for TVA Laboratories,"
draft dated August 24, 1982, prepared by the Labora-
tory Services Coordinating Committee

TVA Code X Nuclear Safety, dated April 6, 1983,
"Safety of Nuclear Facilities Activities"

TVA Code VIII dated October 16, 1980, "Occupational
Radiation Protection"

Memorandum from H. N. Culver to H. G. Parris dated
February 25, 1983, "Special Program Management
Review of the Office of Power Water Quality Pro-
gram - Nuclear Safety Review Staff Report No.
R-82-03-NPS" (GNS 830225 050)

Memorandum trom H. N. Culver to H. G. Parris dated
January 10, 1984, "Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant -
Technical Specifications Surveillance Requirements
and Limiting Conditions for Operation for Dose
Equivalent I-131 - NSRS Report No. R-82-08-NPS,
Item R-82-08-NPS-10b" (GNS 840110 050)

0QA

a. Memorandum from J. W. Anderson to Those listed
dated June 30, 1983, "Review of Draft 3 of
Proposed Revision 7 to TVA Topical Report
TVA-TR-75-1A" (0QA 830630 001)
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h.

Memorandum from R. L. Lumpkin to These listed
dated June 13, 1983, "Revised Office of Power
Quality Assurance Manual (POWER-QAM)" (0QA
830613 706)

Memorandum from R. L. Lumpkin to J. G. Holmes
dated July 25, 1983, "Revised Office of Power
Quality Assurance Manual (POWER-QAM)"

(0QA 830725 704)

Memorandum from John R. Lyons to Those listed
dated October 20, 1983, "Review of Proposed

Revision to the Office of Power Quality Assur-
ance Manual (OP-QAM) Draft 1" (0QA 831020 404)

Quality Assurance and Audit Staff Audit Report
ftor Audit No. 0PQAA-CH-8200-04, "Control of
Measuring and Test Equipment," dated March 8-19,
1982 (A24 820419 002)

Joint Quality Assurance Audit Report for Audit
No. JA-8200-01, "Calibration," audit dates
March 25-16, 1982 (QAM 820503 001)

Memorandum from R. L. Lumpkin to B. D. Draper
dated August 12, 1983, "Operations Quality
Assurance Audit Report CH-8300-03"

(0QA 830812 701)

Quality Assurance and Audit Staff Audit Report
for Audit CH-8300-03, "QA Program Implementa=-
tion," audit dates June 27 - July 13, 1983

Memorandum from A. W. Crevasse to B. D. Draper
dated July 19, 1982, "Maintenance Coordination
Staff Quality Program Procedure No. 10"

(A27 820719 007)

Memorandum from R. L. Lumpkin to H. J. Green
dated October 21, 1983, "Quality Program
Audit Report No CH-8200-12" (L29 831018 929)

Memorandum from R. L. Lumpkin to H. J. Green
dated September 14, 1983, "Quality Program
Audit Report CH-8200-12" (S24 821223 002)

Quality Program Aud.t Report, Audit No.
OPQAA-CH-81TS-04, audit dates September 14-28,
1981, "Nonradiological Environmental Monitor-
ing, Radiological Environmental Monitoring,
Radiological Process Monitoring - Regulatory
Guide 4.15" (A24 811020 003)
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m. Quaity Program Audit Report, Audit No.
OPQAA-SQ-80TS-03, audit dates January 21-23,
1981, "Radiological Environmental Monitoring,
Radiological Process Monitoring (RG 4.15)"
(A24 810223 001)

n. Quality Program Audit Report, Audit No.
OPQAA-RF-80TS5-03, Audit dates November 18-21,
1980, Radiological Environmental Monitoring,
Radiological Process Monitoring" (A24 801212
002)

o. OP-QAP-1.1, R2, "Organization," August 30, 1983

p.- OP-QAP-1.4, RO, "Maintenance Coordination Staff
Quality Program," August 30, 1983

Office of Power

a. Office Manager

l. Letter from H. G. Parris to E. P. Wilkerson,
President, Institute of Nuclear Power Opera-
tions, "INPO's Corporate Assistance Visit,"
dated October 27, 1983 (L16 831021 890)

b. Maintenance Coordination Staff

1. Memorandum from John G. Holmes to L. M. Mills
dated May 26, 1983, "Review of Revision 7,
TVA-TR75-1" (A27 830513 001)

2. Memorandum from John G. Holmes to R. L.
Lumpkin dated June 27, 1983, "Revised Oftice
of Power Quality Assurance Manual (POWER-
0QAM)" (A0S 830624 001)

3. Memorandum from John G. Holmes to John R.
Lyons dated November 4, 1983, "Review of
Proposed Revisions to the Office of Power
Quality Assurance Manual (OP-0QAM) Draft 1"
(E13 831101 001)

4. MCS Quality Program Procedure No. CLS-
QAP-2.1, "Preparation, Review, and
Approval of Procedures, Instructions, and
Drawings" Draft

5. MCS Quality Program Procedure No. CLS-
QAP-2.2, "Administrative Control of Quality
Documents" Draft
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10.

1.

MCS Quality Program Procedure No. CLS-
QAP 11.1, "Quality Assurance Orientation
and Technical Training," Draft

MCS Quality Program Procedure No. CLS-
QAP-12.1, "Quality Trend Analysis," RO,
September 30, 1983

Central Laboratory Training Record Booklet
(Draft)

Memorandum from B. D. Draper to A. U
Crevasse dated July 9, 1982, "Maintenance
Coordination Staff Quality Program"

(A05 820709 200)

Memorandum from B. D. Draper to H. A. Taff
and R. S. Zottle dated May 5, 1982,
"Maintenance Coordination Staff - Quality
Program" (ACS 820505 203)

MCS Quality Program Procedure No. 1.0,
"Performance and Quality Management,” RO,
July 15, 1982

Radiological llygiene Staff

£

Memorandum from R. B. Maxwell to J. W.
Hartley dated October 17, 1983, "Contamin-
ation Survey at Service Building, Power
Services Center" (A58 831017 104)

Nuclear Licensing Staff

15

Memorandum from L. M. Mills to Those listed
dated May 13, 1983, "Review of Revision 7,
TVA-TR75-1" (A27 730513 001

Memorandum from L. M. Mills to John G.
Holmes dated June 8, 1983, "Resolution
of Comments on Proposed Revision 7,
TVA-TR75-1"

Letter from L. M. Milis to Harold R. Denton
dated October 27, 1983, "In the Matter of
Tennessee Valley Authority Docket Nos.
50-259, 50-260, and 50-296" (Enclosure 1,
Proposed Technical Specification Revisions
Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant Units 1, 2,

and 3)
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TENNESSEE VALLF ¥ AUTHORITY

NS '840203

G. N. Kimmons, Manager of Engineering D=sign and Coustructjon, HQA? gn

H. N. Culver, Director of Nuclear Safety Review Staff, 249A MBB-Y
February 3, 1984

REVIEW OF TME DIVISION UF CONSTRUCTION QUALITY ASSURANCE/QUALITY
CONTROL PROGRAY - NSRS REPORT NO. R-83-27-N7S

During October and November .,/83, NSRS performed a review of the CONST
Quality Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC) Program. The reviev focuzed
oo isplementation of the program by the BLN and WRN Quality Manager's
Organizations (QMO) created in January 1983. Four specific sress were
revieved, including (') site specific QC organization and program,
(2) training and qualification of personnel, (3) corrective action

Jgrams, and (4) inspection process. Also, where differences
vclveen site's activities were observed, these were evaluated.

The attached report concludes that the CONST QA/QC program implemented
by the QMO and the Quality Engineering and Support Staff (QESS) is
adequate, but with some weakoesses, and improving. The obiective 1in
establishing the QMO ot assuring that QC inspecters are sufficie ly
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1. PACKGROUND

In response Lo concerns, both internal and extoonsl (o VA r+ ¢
ing the independence and effectiveness of the TVA yuclear connt ruc -
tion quality control of inspection fuuctions wnd-in an efiort 1o
veduce the spae of contro) of construction engineering, a reocgani-
Zation to separate ihe Quality control (QC) functions from produg-
tina support units was accomplished at the Walts far Nurlear Plaut
(VBN) and the Bellefonte Nuclear Plant (BLN) . The reorga: .zating
removed the 2 iaspection and related quality assurance (QA) fun -
tions (i.e., docuaent control and records, training, procedures,
licemsing, and response funclions) from Lhe Construction engipeer-
iny, orga 1zation and placed them under a new Quality Macager's
Drganiza o (QM0) 4t o-ch plant.  The QMO s under Lhe SUpervision
of the ! L.ity Marager, who reporty directly to the Project Manager
(PM). The became effective January 23, 1983, and was 1mple-
Nented Febiuary 10, 1981, [he Organizalions were simularly statied
and containd Banigeeernt pesilions at g, acceplable level te ensire
the integrity of the QA/QC efforts at thesge plants.

The Director of NSKS o ®emoranda to the General Manager dated
July 10, 1983, and August 9, 1983, committed KSRS to pertorm a
reviev of Guality conteol aclavities 1n the fal] of 1983 to asse.
the practical application of the rew WM0's at WBN and BLN. This
Lommilaenl was made based on concerns  abant the averall OA N
program and Banagement controls ae expressed by TVA Board couments
'slic KSRS oW X‘Hd‘ auled vl:'uv: y aiid Ly Nho

.
Titi=? 1.
waswewe TS

TUSpECL o1, report trens-

e =, Loren
. siis

Y o luare 1% e = f theve e

and commiteents, [Cor man review team was
FORReNTed an (i tnner L fiw i

s i Wias siai 4 L3dit i .

Lanstru: Lion

18C s wnert The review

1983 with an exit with the Manaper of

The Fr hH’, fotus 4 11 TV iete WA i deteimine o f
LHE vivisiol ot Constio = T Vi
Aty cantrad functiar from
in fact resulted ip both mpyroved quale 1t juslily manage

periorman.e. The review elements (uvolved Wit

nowWilh 1t ¥ sfalio, i

i 1 al it
Orgacizalion and Programs. (2} Gualrty Man IREC's orgpanizati I8
HIOgrams () tealning, qual:ification s 0l cprttliciFios N
Fersonne | (&) Chigineering and craft Lratu.: iy 9 [ ClLive
M lion Programs, aad (¢ In peit PPl oment at 4o | TEVifw
d1d not address the deferrs plants o nstructy SEIViTE St iivie
Lies at operational plants
MANAGEMENT SUMMARY
ihe NSKS te1ew of v rog H
QC procedures, and et il i activitis : wail
veilefonte, and the i prograe

irea revies=a - i !




identified. Overall the program and organization were determined
to be adequate with some weaknesses, and improving.

The primary purposes for smich the QMOs vere created, f.e., increas-
ing the organizational independence and status of QC inspectors,
reducing the Construction Engiveer's span and depth of contro! to a
manageable leve!, and creatiog an awavencss of QC responsibilities,
have Leen accomplished., Construction engineering and quality
personnel were nearly unanimous in their acceptance and apprecis-
tion of the reorgauization. Other goals expressed by the OEDC
Project Managers iutended by Lhe reorganization had not been fully
achieved, as some program and performance weaknesses were idcati-
fied. The other stated goals “re swamarized below:

L. Achieve consisteacy of implementition

L

Achieve unified QA/QC vhilosophy
3 Improve training programs

It was noted during the review that some programs required by the
CONST QA Progras Manual aud the CONST QA Training Certification
Hanual permit wide variation between sites in implementing strate-
gies as descrabed by sitesgencrated QU procedures, As examples.
At wWatts Bar only, journeyman criftsmen recefve scheduled instrucs
tien 1n YO procedures, only Belletente periorms Lesliag of cralt

and engincer.ag personnel tr determine the effectiveness of Lheis

toimed QU training; the philosophics f use of the !nspectioa
Rejection Netice, a deficiency-reperling ducuamul used ol “otts har
aud recently implemented at Belletonte, difler sienificantly ac dr

the local practices of delermining and reporting a watiely

Lo
Lrends .
Variations such as these were considered the result of iusu it
upprr-Lier jprogram guidance necessary f consintancy, ral thai
tAr tesuitl ol del it gl - P Lol B ¥ L4
Uirectly reialed (o the probles of 1nsvificient guidaiie for impils
menting TVA requirements was the coucern expressed by alwost all
hanger QC inspec crs and theuw supervision, with jalerpseiation of
the Oi[.nnn,[ woles 1o ST i haug { ' thes natle ot
fisorganized, referenced each other and uniacluded documents

were scb ect Lo exlieses 1o interprelals

fi . XA 1 H-—% L
Bar the notes for typical hangey draving 47M U,  numbe i
with 27 reilerviced fivld Cliangs Keguesls il EN LRSS hange besig
aiid h.t.‘;gf: es1g Hanger processes weye 143} ) etu dur
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Assurance Policies (QAPPs) und
to account to

S in a timely manner.

observed:

Quality Assurance
the QMO ant Feassignment of cespone
QMO.  Quality managers st both sites had
Bew or revised proced irey 1oplement ine (.

diorts to
ings were noted to have been initiated st Bellefonte.
the following summarized points, considered to be strengtls,

Frocedurvs (QAps)

resoive INFO and NRo tind-
Additionally,
were

1. Ieproved attitude of QC inspectors as o result of baving their
“own" managerial Organization and clearly-defiped roles. No
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The CATN did not provide guidance lor evalustiog the eflec=
tiveness of formal training, minimum requirem nts for deters
mining an employee's readiuvess and ability to independent !y
perform work (excluding NDE). Site procedures wess pot
definitive in these areas  Additional details are desiribed
in section VI.B.2.

Division-level requirements for performance cof trend analysis
and the Inspection/Rejection Notice system were nsuf .cient.
Variations in basic philosophy, application, and reporting
vere observed between sites and among units at sit s,

Trend snalysis or other means of comsunication had nct dis-
closed a generic problem with inadequate defirition of require-
ments fer inspection of typical hangers. Project management
L both sitss stated they were not tuily aware ! the magui-
tude of the problem. Conversely, trend analysis of [RNs at
Watts Bar had disclosed a problem with crufts turning iu
incomplete work for QC inspection, but effective (orrective
action had not besn taken,

Recomwendation: Construction managemen' shoulld contipue elforts to
iaprove the division-level and site quality programs to achieve the
cexpressed goal of consistency of implementation and ue,formity of

GA

philosophy. Specific program diffe ences and oo sl

weaknesses rdentaitycd g n section V1 should be evalualed and wodif -
cations made 45 deterwined appropriate.

NSRS also concluded that the precent OA700 Program aivd Quairly

Mangoor v Oraarms e Sor
Lanager =

- . . . : » n uTy
et et e a s wARVLSL Lo Jaiwuwinny beluepglis 11 SChe

dreas. These are described in the Management mkary and an
Sectioa VI, "Uetarla,” and are not reitervated here

STATUS OF PREVIOUSLY IUDENTIFIED OPEN 1TEMS

Yoo

A.

ttems remaining cnen rom NSRS 3 4 "WLA weile jeviewed
Lo verify that coarrective action taken had been ef et gve

R-B1«28-VBN-14, :P..dl'l’u.'(‘ Procedure Ke .

Responsiblity for conducling sile procedige e ;

teered trom Lhe QA Group to the Yuality Manager Urgitin

tion. A review of selected QCPs and Is indicaled the

dures were receiving sdequale revics his tlem

(tor adcitiona; details see section \

R-B)1-28-WHN-20, Al Aspecis of QA Foogram N |

From interviews with the CUAR PSS Inerv 4 i

O0A Verifical Flans, 11 was detern {
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V. DETAILS

A. Division of Construction Quality Assurance/Control
ras rganization

The Division of Coastruction (CONST) QA/QC programs  fur
nuclear plants under construction were preacribed 1o the CONST
Quality Assurance Program Manual (QAPM) snd for traiming an!
qualification of personnel perfcrming or verifying aciiv: ies
wffecting quality in the CONST Quality Assurance Indoctrina-
tioik 4. and Qualificatior Program Hanual (QATH). The
policies and procedures i these manuals were ratended (o
specify quality program requiresenis to be implemented at
suclear projects wuonder a construction pevm:t  They weqe
required to reflect licensing commitment, of the Topical
Report and OEDC policy as expressed in the Prograk Require-
meuts Manual (PRM) and the Interdivisional Quality Assurance
Procedures Manual (ID-QAM), CONST QAPM and GATM requirements
were to be, in turn, implemented at Watts Jar (WEN) and 8elie-
fonte (BLN) Nuclear Plants directly by site-approved quality
coutrol procedures and instructions (QCPs and QCIs;.

Through the "ticred” arvengement of qualily reqguicements,
activities afiecting quality perioraed at the sites should
lave been in accordance with the ficensiog requirements of U8
Topical Report TVA-TR-7S-1A  Revision 7, as approved by thw
.S, Nuclesr Regulatorv Comsiicsion (NRC). NRC [ omments oo
and/or approval of the Topical keporl, Revision /, were due ou

October 13, BT bul were not received e v Crrs ol dlis vy
beyond TVA control, NEC comments oh Revision 7 mayv nat be
revesved el eeembiay TURDY o Ahe antertm, +0c Maager of
e Dti'Ce cf Ouality Asvranees TONAY Lcsnad 3 soearandul to
OFDC aod POWER Office Managers on October 20, 1953, anfounting
— fall implementation of the Topical Report Kevinisa repail
les { NRC approval The mimarandim Al Lo uited that the

orgatizational transilich haa been Complevsd

The Srgunizatyonal tragsition ceferred, jicugvt, o thie 4t
tion of tRe Yuality HManager s Urganceslouic {aii ot RN
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givision=jevel qualitly fudiciey apd - procedurie UIVM i
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m‘ x B. QAPPs vequired Lhal programs be estah-
lished and in  accordance with upper-tier TVA
requirements. QAPs were more detailed, providing information
and aasignment of responsibilities to CONST organizations for
assuring that programs were implemented and controlled [y
was apparent from this review and ifrom interviews with LONST
sanagement that siguificant effort had been expended to
upgrade and strengthen the QAPM and to account for the recent
organizational and functional changes.

Generally,
documented

No major omissions were identified by NSRS in the division-
level program, which wore not addressed by CONST Lanagement .
Corrective measurer to account for the absence of detailed
division-vide requirements for trend analysis of deticiencies
and failures, and reporting thereof, were uncar aclive con-
sideration by CONST, but a determination on inclusion in
division-level procedures had not been made by ceepletion of
the NSRS review.  CONST managemenl was also aware of Lhe
potential for continuing program changes vhich may be neces-
sary as a result of OQA's forthcoming Management Policies and
Requirements (MPRs), which are intended to implement the
tepical report and are currently in the develcpaent and/or
conceptual stages. NSRS reviewers noted that both BLN and WRN
were using the  laspection/Rejection Notice (IRN) system,
presciibed by site procedures, but without benefit of a cou-

tralling division=level procedure.  ive resutt of s » " us
tian, Jiscussed in further detail in section VI .K.3. was a
agnaficant degiee of (neansicteney of philosophy aud applicas
tien in the IRN system between the (wo siles. Addalivisl :
favancac of aplimentacion ot  PPs and UAYS between sile
were apparent and are described o Sertig .8, NFERRE

Mavager's Urganization and Program lonleme tation

In intervievs with site Quality Managers, NSKY heard tha

aclasionally, divistonn QAPs vhich reguire site sctivg aie
A AR U] oils 10 * P img revahlieh and
:-n;\‘vwgg.n:l the f f”"“" frogrem prior Lo Lhe etlectan iait 1
the QAF. Thas <riticisim war considered valid, althougl
ndicative -of & gencral broeakdown, since site sagagenent
required o review and approve davision-ieved pPuiicy
'IH\I AU T

pr10T o division appraval in an ellort to improve N -
catian hetwirn progecd it poiens i juatiiy : N
had replated the informalion notice syslem =ith GAP 1
"Quality Rullet Las, revistian U0 of Oitoher i, 19K it
provetlyce had been tecent! tmplemcnted and w i L i

{ determine il cliectiveness although 1 wa

isprovement 1o Lhe previous system because | i ired
Ligalion aml response by the te into probie ¢

the ‘,‘\3.1‘; =y g:-n,l«'.g’t. Al Lhe Lim f th TEY

Bulletins had been 1ssued, three o it

fu gariy in ecembe
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¥rom interviews with CONST ®anagement  in Knoxville wnd o
Teview of items of correspondence, it was apparaat that CONST
and OQA bave established commonication channels 4t all levels.
Neetings have been held to discuss difZzrences of opinion or
strategy on such key /ssues as deviation contral and quality
records. While not all disagrecments are yet resolved, theyg
working relationships appeared to be effective and should
facilitate CONST invo!vemeut in the development and imp | ere-
utation of MPRs necessary to minimize their potuntiall  dis-
ruptive impact.

In an effort to determine Lhat OQA Lutended (o review the
Status and adequacy of the CONST VA/QC program and activities,
NSRS reviewsed the threesyear, annual, and quartecly verifica-
tion plans recently issued by Construction Quality Assurance
Branch (CQAB) and interviewed the superv sor cf the QAR
Planning and Support Services Section. The review vas incon-
clusive because the documented ancial and three-year verificas
tica plans do not detail the stepe and depth of the scheduled
verifications, i.e , audits and surveillance. The CQAB quar=
terly plan is sufficiently detsiled to permit assessment of
planned coverage, but due to its limited range, does not
attempl Lo assure verification of all aspects of the CONST
QA/QC program. The COAR supervisor interviewed by, NSRS wus
contideal that the results=oriented sudits and surveillances
scheduled woule address alt Aspects of the program and ag cow

an dLSELHEMCUL O Jaomian M Gualy . Slhice Ll verification
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Procedures QCPs}, Guality Control Instruct 1on: Uis and
‘(u.)llly LOUBLIol lesl rrocedures (gLis ALl Tl 17 and

quality control personuel were requirea | ieCeive Llraining
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procedures Ipplicable to the fun Lion(s) 1o whith they 1t
engaged. In additior to the Lraining, quality control peq
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ied by ln!iq (written and/or oral) to the (ps
8t pertain to the Quality activities that they were

A noted difference between the t(wo Programs was that VBN hao
segregated "administrat;ve Procedures™ into separate document »
that were titled Quality Control Instructions. BIN had proce~
dures that tae site viewed as administrative, byt they were
contained in the Quality Control Procedus»g, However, ila
like WBN did ot require inspectors Lo be certified to these
"administrative Procedurcs.” Interviews with site QC personnel
revealed the followine three concerns related Lo the quality

1. Haager lnspec tion Program

Mechanical, electrical, in:lru-eulatton, and hanger QC
personsel  (inspectors) 4t weN performed f(inal visusl
eéxamination of support welds. In addition to this func-
Lion, they also peclormed o fingl support installation
inspection. Each unit waeg responsible for the supports
i their respect jve disciplione, Wity Lhe exception of
the Hangee QC Viit, the QC units were inspecting supposts
i accordance vith criteria from typical
e | &7An§0-99rxos. ﬁ?A0$)~ac:x.si
Criteria, Cxceptivie, and references tor these tvpical
SUJPOILS were contained In eenrral notes assaciated with
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procedure (October 1983). However, ali the jaspectors
stated they had ceceived training on BIN's [RN procedure.
For addgitional details pertaining to the IKN program see
sections VI.R 3 aud 4,

gm-«m = Quality Control !nterface (Enginvering
S rt

The engineering-quality contrel interface was an ares
that was discussed with selected inspectors and quality
control supervisors at both sites. The NSKS reviewers
focused on the information flow and Lhe adequacy of the
information [rou engineering Lo inspeclion units, AL WEN
interviews with QC jospection personnel revealed that o
very small percentage of those inspeclo.s interviewed
rated the interface (support) as good. The majority of
inspectors described the suppirt they received from
eagineering as less than adeguate.  The following s
some of the concerns voicsd by (nspectors:

e Papervork and/or 1orms ve. - not consistently com-
pleted properly by esginecring personnel .

. Work packages prepare. oy engineering did not con-
tain all necessary documents to perform inspections
. Field-1ssued dravings received inadequate engineecs
iy fevive
Inspectars nravided So engineering peiscuie i inlormal
training on procedures and requirements by waking
thee aware of necessary documents and proper comple-
: ‘:7~ = ,‘.‘, ra svad ¥ sierbirm cioections
5 There was difficulty zetting engineers the ficid
2 WGTh Wil nel coneind L ly reaty for insp e Cicii-wi
fequested
'-A'nui‘4;‘63|. HUSTVer § JUI L LY 5 §
described the enpineering support sz adequat. Une
supervisor perceaved the probies a5 cngineering lacked
experienced perscanel The assistanl qualily maragers

rated rthe support as adeyuate byl one did slate thal he
i34 heard complaints from inspectors thal cagineering wis
ey pl‘l!‘.!vl!hj 'tn’*’,‘i a’iz(k'@ griag H e 7.2 8
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¢f, SN management should considor this issue

&N Antxeviews with

' yevealed A dilbrrent view
i pajority of people sntervieved descrind cngineering

Biuce the majority of QC ruspectors intery;eved prreeived
uteclacs protims

inspectors and K Supervisors
of this interface (“uppori

MEPPOrL 3a adequals or better. Ore inspector did state

S Akat e had peobiems wity Retling requests for inspection

of items that wer ot ready. The unit superyv.sor suh-
stantiated that  .isx had heen o problem in the past byt
that engineeriug had improved.

QMO description of Transition Flan Responsibiiinies

As 3 result of the QA Transition Plan (0gA 830222 403
and as desceibed in proposed Topical Report, Revision =

the QM0 was directed to

ssiume the responsibility for

selected QA practices previously performed by CONST QAB
Ruong those transferred practices were:

review and approval of site-

S Perfora independent
generated quality procedures and document
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”piuls waa duﬂﬂé‘ as N-7, vhich was the same rat)

as the CF snd the CS. All Lhree managess reporte
directly to the project manager, thus giving each organi-
zation equal input into the decision-making process The
QM had three assistants (M-6s) who had quality nits
assigoed tO them. One Assistant Quality Manager .. WEA
had the respons:blity for the technical services auits
(i..., Documeat Contro! Unmit, Proceduce and I[riining
Unit, Nuclesr Licensing Unit and the N-5 Uait). Those
units did not perform quality control imspectio: fumc-
tions, The two remaining Assistent Quality Manage. s wvere
responsible for umils which provided insy clers flor
various disciglines (i.e., civil, electrical, instrumen-
tation). All the unite, whether perfomming 1nspection or
technical service functions, had manager sl supervisors,
The laspection Laitl supervisors wore classified at the
same level (M-5) as their counterparts in the ecnginerring
and craft units. The QMU at BLN was esseatially the same
in structure as the one in effect at WBN. From an inter-
view with the WBN Project Manager, NSKS learned that
several meetings between the projects had been held prior
to the isplementation of the QM0, These mectings were for
the purpose of decigning the QMO so that each site wvould
be the same. Interviews with site personnel (WEN and
BIN) revesled only one major difference in organizations!
fuactions
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quality. Mol iuspectors stated (hat Lhe new orgsnize-
tion had not changed the way they periormed 1OEpEct § ok
(1.e., they were getiing s quality product previous!, snd
were getting a quality product now)., Howe 1, wost
tuspectors celated 1o U NSKS reviewers thal they had
not been informed why the crganization was forsed or what
nev functions it would be performing. o essence, inspro-
tors stated all they had heen told was the UMO vas being
tormed and they wouid be & part of the or sntzation

Some managers at WEN and BLN indicated they did not have
4 good understanding why (he organization wes created
because they hadn't received any more information than
the inspectors.

Training and Certitication Progrims

The NSRS aclivities in the areas of U ratming and
certitication comsisted of a review of the organizalions
vithin the Division of Construction as! the M0 which
vere responsible for those activities. The review proc-
ess included a review of upper-tier documents, site
implementing quality contea] gprocedures (QCPs); ualits
control instructions (CIs); training/certificat ion
document at 1on
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and Qualification of Personnel nol Requiring Cert -
- fication,” (2.1, 2.2, and 2.3) failed to sdeqaately
specify levels of acceptable experience for rvalua-
tion of nex bires, content ol on<the-job !raining
programs, or to establish requirements that qo  ify

an individual to perform a required function.

Specific Organizational Kesponsibility for QAJC
Training:

The QATM failed Lo specily organizational responsi-
bility for craft aud engivecring QA/QC training.

Failure to Establish Guidence to Determine Fllecs
tiveness of Training Programs

The QATM failed to provide a methodology ! Jeters
sining the elfectiveness of the bLraining and eeiii-
fication program. However, it was noted that BN
had recently instituted 3 trainiag ciied
evaluation program for craft and engineering peraon
nel. (see section VB 2 b for detaiist

V2N Training and Certification Progias
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1137, &7, "Qualitly Assurance Or i2ation
Watts Bir Muilear Plage” s

The NSRS reviev 4t Wi catailed a comparison of (-
above procedures with Project training # tivities

Fequirements. ALl srocedures reviewed were
in accordance with QATH requirements . :

Lity Manager's Organization (M)

M0 training and Certification respasibiliti s vere
divided betweer (he Procedures and Training unit
(PTV) and individual Q units, (e, Hanger oo,
Mechanical QC, ete. The PTU had two Prirary respon-
sibilities: the sdministration of general cmployee
indoctrination and QC  inspector certification.
Indoctiination training was conducted by the PTU
Staff on an as-needed basis. A reviev of the ndoc-
trination ceurse outlipe and previous attendance
documentation noted (hat applicable requireme s
identif od ia QAT, section I, and QCI 1.11-1 had
beea addressed. The PTU role in € ABSPECLes cerl -
fication was dMministrative vhile the individual Q€
UBILs piovided e oty raining. The PTU devel-
aped adninistercd, and #taded ke vaiic: 7T
Chaaminalions which were used 160 snspector cert i,

cation The resul: ! these examinations were
t . | . - 4 i!hf}: ‘:: = ;_‘r: £
oL ass al Loalroel Uikt IR FiR served .
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The PTU monitored QA/QC trsiming for craft, engi-
neeriag, and OC unit persomnnel. Monitoring activi-
Lies consisted of a reviev of attendance documenta~
tion and occasional ohservation of classroom activis
ties. The moritoring program vas desigued to as: v
that tra.ning for -equired procedures was being
conducted in accordance with QATM and QC! reqo re-
ments. Reviev findings indicated that the program
vas effective ir monitoring requirements iwplesrnta-
tion. However, interviews with craft, @, and
eaginecring training personnel also indicated (hat
the wmonitoring program was considered 1o be of
limited value. The predominate criticise was
directed toward the lack of feedback from FTU moni-
tors and the lack of authority iu Lue progrem to
achieve improvements in the quality of training

Comstruction Engineering Organ:zation

The Construction Engineering Organization (CE0) was
responsible for providing the uppropriate procedural
training to engincering unit per.onnel That
responsibility was accomplished by teaining perso:

vel within the individual engineering units, | ¢,
mechanical, electrical, hanger, etc. The LEC train-
a8 program an QA/QC praclices coasisted of -

Lithetion and bosic training in various quaiity
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pPrintout,

Ia an interview vith the Assistant Supervisor, MEA
Un.it, bhe stated that the ef{fectiveness of craft
tralning was also monitlored through :he project
trend analysis of IRNs, and instruction eveliation
forms which vere Riven to the craft once every three
®moaths. The inherent disadvaantage of mea: iriong
training  effectiveness throuph t,e.4 ana.ysis
appeared to be in that ap individual's knowledge
level or ability rould not be determined unts] after
the work had been performed, Furthec, the teend
analysis must be Structured to desect vVarious levels
ol performance (reference seclion VILB.3 for other
details of LSRG trending concernsy ).

Instruction evaluation forms were Proevided to craft
persoanel every three ®onths as a feedback wechaulse
Lo determine the quality of the OA training sessions

Buring S coirae ol liwe fevies Coustructicn trasn-
iag persunnel vere unahble to sucbatantiate the yew of

the form for the Preceeding theee mant he ihe
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The overall fevies Linding for the WEN QA/OC tiain-
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any concentrated management effort in that direction
at the time of the review. The methods which were
in effect (i.e., tread analysis, evaluaiior forms,
PTU momito: ing, elc.) were informal, were mot con-
sistently applied throughout the WBN constructi o
organization, and were considered by most personnel
to be ineffective.

BIN Training and Cectification Program

The QA/QC training and certification program at HLN
was similar to that of WBN in thai the three prin-
ciple organizations, (MO, CEO, and CSO, were respon-
sible for specific training and/or certification
activities and werc under the direction of the Pro-
ject Hanager. The principle documents that con-
tiolled the BLN training program were: QUP-10.29,
RS, "Quality Assurance Training Program.” and
QCP-10.30, R4, "Craft Quality Assurance Training ™
The NSRS review process of the BIN training progras
was identical to that of WBN in that the above

procedures were compared aga’mst project activities
and QAT requirements,

The QM0 was responsihic for the orgsaization, con-
tent and adequacy of the QC 1aspector Lreinis
\ihd!lflld'\l-‘!', atid coertification program; the oveg-

iy

view of indecliin. o606 and QA arientation: and the
general monitlor IR o! crall, engiteciaby, <iu &
teainyr s et licatiag The MC responsainiities

were divided belween the Frocedures nd

" * +PTMIY L
Cise s .! v and QL unite

lratning

The FTU developed and administered certiiy ng exami=

fiativis Jor quality coutrol inspectors. FExaminas

'
L100ts wois W'u. on FPmAR e
'

tonr the

!h\:ﬂh! on and/or ‘l’?\llﬂ& o1 'IU"%)*Y tciatled aclivi-

Lies and/oi processes. A reviey of CPs and asso-

Cidted testing material 3

indicated that certitication
examinations were comprehensive in relation
procedural rvquitemcitls. The administralive program

utilized to document, update, and track

L

oiu’t vidual

Q€ inspector certificatinn  was functioning in
accordance with established procedures A random
review ol personnel certification records revealed

no discrepansies 0 required anspector certification
The employee wndoctrination program is conducted by
the Projeit Training Olficer (PTO) and was devel-
oped, coordinated, and monitored by the FTU in

conjunction with CEO and €SO Thie urse cons:sted
ol a 1IS1C wntroduction and general averview of QA
atlivities st BLN the program was mandatory for
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years. Attendance was documented on Cragt and/or
Group Training Reports and saintained by the PTO for

craft personnel Jnd by unil training officers (o4
engineering/QC personnel .
PTU monitoring a.tivities \n the area of X inspecs
tor traiming involved Periodic reviews of indivade-
ual QC unit Lraining records, on-the-job tra:ning
Programs, and obscrvation of Classroom ins cuction.
Reviews vere based on QC unit activities and were
considered as benefjcial by unit traini.g personnel .
monitoring of craft and engineering tratning
iavolved random observation of classroom activities,
Lraining scheduling and subseque it documentat jon
leviews and personnel testing. The personnel test-
log began in August of 1983 In response to an INPG
repart which coted that RLN did not have a Yeedback
Program that allowed management to evaluate the
effectiveness of the training program

The testing Program was based oy specilic QC proce-
dures on which craft and engineering personnel wvere
required Lo be trained, A typical test comsisted of
Live questions which vere directly celaled to o s
C1tic quality contyol procsdure (QCP). Tost- Lere

AWm:nisiered (g L3t perzonnel dl.nug stucduled

LiSinilnug sessions ana Lo engiIneering At  randem

' ' s
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relates directly to the OCP under d
;J:;n._:,_‘;, Liuidiihz a0 Lhe L was provides, cug
A Posl-test vas given. Random testing was conducted
by the PTU selecting porsonne] trom the varioys
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Procedure No. Tested Failure Rate
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The second comcern addressed the corrective act ion
for persoanel who fsil random testing and/or trs, o-

postiesiing. The NSRS review noted that cra,.

engineering personnsl who failed QCP testin
cootinued to work but did not receive re.ed:nf
training nor were there anv other forms of rorrec-
tive action to assure that such pecsonnel were
adequately trained and qualified prior to performing
quality related activities. Conversations with the
Quality Manager aad Project Manager indicated tha.
Lhey were avare of the need to improve the sifec-
tiveness of traiaing and that several options were
being coasidersd, including retraining and testioy
of personnel who fail.

Support aclivities of the PTU involved the coordina-
tion of training aids, classrooms, and instruccional
persoanel. Training support was available to craft,
engineering, and QC units as needed and were ron-

sidered adequate by the Lraining personnel of the
various organization;.

Training for QC inspectors was conducted by individ-
ual QC wunits. A review of Hanger, Electrical,
Instrumentation, and Hechanical OC Units indjcated

thal Uhe stiuclure sad luimal o Ligifiang

among Lhe difterent units were similar.

UICRT o3
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CRTLR S S 8 e Uit L Cradiin i i . iCvii»
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weeling Conaliuciion Qualily
Lions Program Manual and ey

- 1N 1< 4
LAt ag alia e T T

requirement s, the depth
G lraining programs  varid considerably Nost
natewvorthy was Mechanical 00 Fach element « 1:
the Mechanical LEAIning program vas ¢iear iy Utiiued
For example, the subject and approximate durat
training vwvere tef ined ' €nlfer ydy Classroos
Aasiviis, i uiit g J : Llfcaniig L
ing objectives were deline OF " ea. o sut
R(‘qlll resents tur the documentalion for « ath pliasi
the program were clearly efinod The depth
instlruction and sub=e L testing isEyred 1}
Lrainees were amply qualitied pry 1o certiticat
by Lhe PTU Procedural certilicatso: lor QUL inyj
Lors requires a PASSINg sCore of percent, Me '
ical X requires a Y0 et en Wring L '

in the same procedure. Other O units programs,

while wdequate, did not lave Ul lepth, clag , Of
Organization which was evifent the Mechanica! ¥
Unit,

The Construction Etigineer rgatiization (CEQ,
respansibles tor conductiag proce i Liati K
;m;'ivnum.;_. m=the~jol Lratning f fnpineeri
persanne iTatning was based ipplical
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centrol Jprocedures and construction test procedures
(CTP) for (b: basic engineering disciplines,
Raquired training was specified on Unit Certification/
Training Requirements List whicn identified specific
procedures for each ecugineering unit. The list was
reviewad and approved by the ITU. (RO training was
documented on th: Group Training Report and was
~distributed to the FPTO for inclusion in  the
Bellefonte Certif cation/Training Computer Frogvam.
In additicon, the Uit Training Officer {(UTO) maius
taired & copy on file. The NSRS review of the CEO
training program adwinistration indicated that the
program was being implemented and documented in

accordance with the QATM and site training
procedures.

The Comstruction Superintendent Organization (CSO)
13 responsible for the training of craft superiutens
dent, assistant cratt superintendent, aed hourly
foremen. Tho €S0 program consisted of indoctrination,
QCP, and CTP training. Training requirements for
respective craft disciplines were 1identified in
QCr=10.30, “Craft Quality Assurance Training." The
procedure also identified documentation require-
wenis, reindoctrivation timeframes, and the general
AdEINISLTALIVe provess Tor craft training {he NSES
random review of cralt

Lratning preclices revealed

discrepancies

Cheerved Ditterences Beliery Projoct Pr Erams =
ORu TR Y == =

whHN/RIN

4"

Suring the caarse of the NSRS ceviev there se
several significant aditterences obscives -
implementation of the WEN and BIN quality assura

siain B L. ‘he nheervalions were mad
Lheé areas of Cisil (ialimiug, tlraining efils

N =
eVl ’!!!!"", LEALE N A R Y Piugtiam Buppuil. it

cance of each area was based upor the existing an

potential benetils wheh Y Farvtirular activit
{ jed the 5 ram, *he lack of a similar actlis
1t 3 torresponding project and the williinguess
s‘(:';(x'\ daiiay : =2 t1lize anire pirTed Lraliniig
evaluation techuig 10 T R L: fong ted
eftect of QA training
he Const.iuct superintendoent Urganization }
al both Watts HKar aud Bellelente were FES]H it
tor the training of craft sunerintondents, assistant
ralt superiutendentis, and hourly {uremen 1o ipnl
cable QA/GC pracedures See section VI % 2.2 and |
{0} respec L fpant2ational progiai
Liain = ] - 1 tiar at s sy BKLN
fimari i




: iﬁ?fcmcc was ide
Ren wera receiving

otified o' WaN where craft Journey-
farmal d3tumentod traiaiag {n QC

procedures whereas .o BLN they were receiving only
the general QA indoctrination.

Journeymen tratniry was Condycted by craft foremen

at WBN and wvas

designed 1o enhance he Guality

dSsurance knowledge of craft personnc] who perfoxr

quality work actiy

1ties, Interviews wity s parsa -

nel at WBN indicated that the journeyman Program wa,

considored Lo have had 3 positive effect «p quality

activities. In addition, the assistant construction

superintendent indicated that the program would 3lso
1

technical and imlruﬂional assistance in the future.

on 3 review of

Overall, NSRS considered the Journeymsn

the program by the €S0 was based
IRNs by CS0 Lraining personnel,

lratning

Program as a positjve step towerd improving quality-
related work activities. BLY didq not have 4 program
to provide forma] Lraining ip UCPs directly—t.
Journeymen in effect At the Lime of the NSRS review,
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administrative support for project trainiog activi-
ties (see section VI.B.2.a wrd b for P1U programs).
The most noted iffereace beiween the WHN and BIN
program: was in the area of Lraining zupport,
Specifically, the development of lesson modules by
the ¥BN PTU. The lesson modules were designed to e
used in corjunction with procedures which were
required for QC inspector cerlificalion. the
wodules also identified reference malerial, training
dids, and techaical specifice for the poocedurs on
reviev. (See cection Vi.B.2Z.a for lesson moduie
details.) The BLN PTU did not provide ecuivalent
material brt relied upon independent QC units 1o
develop necessary iustructional aids.

Other differences between the WEN and BIN QA train-
Ing programs were ol minor significance and lor Lhe
most part reflected individual project administra-
tive prelerences.

Corrective Action Programs
xutrective act

This part of the review was conducted to determine that
site practices for idertifying deficiencies and obtaining
timely corrective octions wore prescribed procedursily
and _omonstrated effective. Among the methods available
1o achkieve thnea purnaces,.  which NSRS revieved, w..e
allegation ang e@ple ‘ee  concern repoiting, S1on wark
authority (and use), the nenconfornvance teport (NCR} and
LGpection rejectlion notice 7 1RN) svstems ., use of

§ 2,
fHmi

Bulletine, and trend analvsis Also reviewed were the
BILE ditivue oG JCIpCOne Y= INPO findines associated wiih
the evaluation of the effectiveness ol crate auil Clig1=
neering  iraining, This information is detailed
CeLTi1on & L 5 %
@, wWatts Bay Nuclegr Plant LWy
Allegation Reports =~ The iniijaiion and
Lidu i " Yoo tilepalions vas thwtislral s
controlled by WENP-OCT i1, revision 2 of Aprii
(1% thas Tnatiucyy i ided {or gpdepend
investigation of, apd digpesiiion and nece 18

torrective aclion Lo, employee allepalion F 1 Gm
rediew of completed aliepatiog repoits and logs, 1t
was determined that applicabls allegation repor!
wad been investigated and resolved Yy an assista
Qualily wmanager and that o vilegat hhad b
filed i1n 1983, as of November s, 19B% N
b4 "Allegations, bmplovers Concerns, aud Banl
Jilfering Opintons,” revision 1 of Oct ber |9
sdentified the difterence beiween i Calle




and en ":aloyn concern” requiring programs for .
3

hand!ing resolving each. The Watts Bar QCPs and
QCls did not contain a procedure for specifically
controlling the handiing of employee concern: and
differing opinions »s did the QCPs for Bellefonte,
nor did WBNP-QCI 1.3)1 address cmployee conceros as
differing from allegations.

This situation was considered an example of 1incon-
sisteacy of program application between sites rather
than a site program omission since other methods,
such as TVA Code I!, were available and hae been

used by personnel to voice concerns and differing
opinions.

Stop Work Authority - WBNP-QCI 1.32, revision 3 of
September 19, lgé, "Stop Work Authority,” grants
this authority to the Quality Manager (as well as to
the Construction Engiveer). From a4 review of
records and the stop work log, it was determined
that stop work was initiated four times in 1982 and
once in 1983. The stop work order issued in 1933
vas still in effect, pending resolution. This phase
of corrective action appeared to have been ade-
gualely prescribied ant implemented.

Nonconformance Beports INCRs) - WENP-QCT 1 02
tevision 8 of October 17, 1983, "Control of Noncon=
# . mae T ]

torming Ity had hean rovic. ! comply with

L
tecently revised tequiteacals of duvision potivy and
provedures. 1t S 88,

(Y Y . r S ) 4

appropriately specified the responsie
+ © :

tions, and NCR trend reports. Selected “CRs, log

and trend reports were reviewed by NSRS It was
1 ' » ’ i . 1 '

bheen neavided to enpinerriap and OC personnel this
phase of correclive action appeared (& have been

adequately prescotbed  and 1mplemented

in\.luwium.'m_.:-l. oo licts (1HNG ) ik J

1.02=1, revision of April 20 1983, “lnspection
Avjeciion Nl e, deliaed anaocnlrol jog H
the IKN. The procedure required that QC ins{vclors

write IRNs to document deficient or incomplete worl
upon t'i‘.ll)l"lxl-. 4 required inspeclion o the | fent
fi1od plnhlt‘m\ cannol be torrected -‘Hl;hg L A0
tor ’.\ Shl it and unless the pl ol e constloutles i
noncontforming condition (requiring NCR vs TEN st

alion) The procedure also requived that QU unite
snd their management prepere and revies nthiy IEK
‘status” report in order to disclose and
potential ad se trends iKNs were directed ¢
Q unitls 1 trall: Hor c« Lrucli 9
Lor re tut

??1
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NSKS reviewsrs found through interviews with QMO/QC
pevdanncl, obsecvation of inspections in progress,
and reviews of RN logs and trend feports  that
apparent wide variations existed among QC units
regarding the interpretalion of the intent nf the
procedure and its implementation. Soac inspectors
stated in  interviews and  demonstrated during
observed inspections that they did not write IkAs
because they caused problems with the rrafts. They
would instead void the requested inspection expiain-
Ing to the craft involved the extent snd nature of
the deficiencies. The craft could then perform the
work, regardless of the deviation, and again request
1ospection wvhen ready without the documentation of
an IRN. This informal procesy did not appear to he
1 accordance with the wntent of QCF 1.02-1. fnf.r-
mation compiled from the seven most recent man.hly
IRN trend reports s displayed a8 o malrix an
attachment 2. It indicates that the OF units appar-
ently reluctant to issue IRNs are Welding QC, Hange:
QC, and Civil QC. The :omposite average for these
Units was 077 percent IRNs per "inspection” or 1264
“inspections” performed for each IRN issued.  The
composite  average  lor the remaining QU units
(Mechanical, Electrical, Tnstrumentation, and Mate-

rial Services) for the same period was O 6 =
or one IRN

g h
RS

issuad for 1S "xnspt"lu,ln“ pertormed.

The tearwm Gspocts n' i onclaged tn quotation marks
S1nce considerable {atitude was permatied the ooiite
‘n datermining and el10ing eractiy whal constituted
diy HHspeLlun 1L wax Staled by the Guality Paliage g
that net al} Inspectians were reguired Lo be docus
: ' S L= = in tha feuad iC il s
lh.."’l?hd .L(("%tjfnr n'«_n it 1 tuns1st ot
vy, nerh o oo ns, al “in JUSE S T 1150
sLals bor : F d Inil had 3 write rwer
RN now that Lhe Fending ok PIULial was 0
sl i1 3 field hatge noticy trCH]l had hees
initiated 1 hanger varyipg requ tremeiit i
dLGapproved at the time of (nspect) N, ae hah;
Lol .3 : iall 1 ed) Thys
tactlors « d mitigale the Anparenil extreme dispar-
1LY amoig $ tdent it ied hv pLtachn t
NSES reviews crilied with selected QL unit that
SUPEIV.iSOTrS wed reviewing L bt 1EN iog 1 letegt
potential trends a5 required by the j edirg ihias
area 1s discussed { irther i read Analvsis and
krp\;“lihx. following t! uext secli
Quality Bulletin tOHs) = At b ot £ the i Fw
there was i SE& pr i ‘ g i ? L he
revies i i Ligatian { {

Lilis
whki =00 ] B {



"Mandling Quality Bulletins,” was approved and
issued following the review onsite and appeared to
adequately address the requirements of the division
procedure QAP 16.7 of Qctober 19, 1983, From a
reviev of CONST QESS Quality Bulletins and the 'oyg
of QBs, there was evidence that the Quality
Manager's Organization had appropriately acted on
QBs 1ssued prior to approval of the site procedure.
QB 83-15 issued November 4, 1983, associated with
inspection of interior weid Surtaces was revieweo by
the QMO, resolution was determined, and it was

returned as required within 30 days on Novemoer 17,
1983.

Trend Analysis and Reporting - Ieformativn requiring
trending at was identified in WBNP-QCI 1.58,
revision O of May 16, 1983, "Trend Analysis.” This
procedure specified that wonconformance reports, OQA
audit  deviations, ASME []] survey deficiencies,
authorized nuclear inspector's special iaspect.on
service reports, NRC inspection reports, and NSKS
items were to be reviewed, evaluated, and included
N quarterly or semiannual trend analysis reports
The list of 1tems Lo be trended was mor o extonsive
than that required by (he division=leve! procedure

VAPF o revision 4, addcndum t of November 6
%83, aad propased. Tapical Report  Revision
~ever, CAPP 16, sevisian &, addendum | . did nat

include all  jtems fequired by propused

popiliag
Renar] L"\."\Q.lf. Reanon: i1ty tor exerntion ol

the trend analysis program was ass gued by site
pi ocedure 1o the ""'f"’. “tﬂug'n not speci fied -!Y‘,' Lhe
e e rrrfremud he ke MO

Procedures and Traning Unit (PT0)

R (¢ svme et t Froand Aralvee
Renonrts of Audit |tems (TAAL), Quaiity lrend Anal

VSis  Repuitls v waignificant and Repartable [tems
{TASR), and the sem: “annuai Qualily Trend Analysy
Reports (TA) frem 1940 through the present L waxn
eled Lhat CONST 02 t ' prepared and distest

i

oted these reports prior Lo twplementation o the

MO ju h'ixgu,u!' 1498 \ SUSRaTIY of Lhe data
LNis creview 1s tahulated 1n altachments 3 and & A

Statistical analysis of the dats wae nol pertormed
The format of these reports indicated that raw data
trom the current reporl was campared wit. that of
the corresponding previous report, but that a1 com-
prehiensive or wumulalive compay 1500 uas o M

Interviews with the Qual ity Manager and the !

i
01 i'fl-, revealed that they cuns idered Lhe tr

Lo he of little value { wa ited that amoug
i i TN =1 i B r hepa ent it
! i { th i i hatdl thete ¢




 substantive [oedback lrom ceviewing management

Additionally, the quality, timrliness, ard structure
of the information aciumclated and prescated 1o the
reports was not considered adequate to permit iden-
tification of meaningful trends. NSRS concuriod
that the implemented program was inetfective.

Inspeclion/Rejection Notices were trended by €
units on a monthly basis for revisw by the Assis. ant
Quality Managers and Quality Manager. NSRS reviewed
these reports (attachment 2), and observe ! occa-
sional questions raised by the QM concerning unit
report results. Generally, however, the unit ansl-
ysis was reported as "uno discernable 'rends.”  As
with the TAAl, TASR, and TA reports, nc cumulative
data were maiotained or reported for analysis. The
Quality Manager stated in an interview that through
the (RN trend reports he had become aware of 4 prob-
lem of work turned in for inspections which was
found to be incomplete upon inspection bul thal cor-
rective action to resolve this situation had not
been vndertzken.

It was also noted by NSRS that the anit trend
reports provided a Lascliine [ ym!vn'ia¥ Thoaemal -
zation ot data (although this was not perlormed) oY
eporting hoth the number oif iRk wrilten and toe
nisser of in=0ec! s s je S byt At 3 BIVENn nDering

However, as previously stoted there wis variation

L

“iie - - srsaep  w4an PO TIT T i ”4“.:'4 (8
Liun,” which could hav redr A4 the value ol Lhis

-
itaimalivn,

IRN trend reporls were not distribuled t pro-
ject manager, aor U tisite CONST managemert
Belicfonte Nuclear Plant (BIN
t\iil‘g.ll 104 hi‘lu it Ths itist i1 ereeh pyeslioa-
ticn of ;-n];“;uy(-v concerns and differiog of tons and
ul aliegalions was cannislratively o plrollec by
Bellefonte QC Procedures BNP-OCP (.35, revizion
ot January 3, 1983, and UNP-QCP 10 28, revision | ot
December - 10, 1982, respeolively These precedure:
;ru-vu!.-d'[n: investigation of concerns and aliega
tions by the MO, BNP=-0CF 10.35 cotilaine” prov
sions for indepepndenl javestigatior { nceras b
erther the (MO, or it the cage ol potential
tlict, by site QA as wel 38 emphiasie Ll
empioyes’ s right Lo bLypas: crmed s al Vit Ta :
levels for resolat wug £ ¢ fn ! {

] 1 i i i




and zeparts msuntained by the (KU describes the
recent  distcry of  these  corrective action
- @echanisms: - -

Employee Concecos and Differing Opinions

~ Year lnitiated : =
1981 ‘Tglfm-"“'ZEQB —— -
No. Initiated 21 2 | (Dittering
j Opinion
Initiated
; 8/29/83)
Unresolved (12/1/83) 0O 0 1 (Awaits
EN DES

Action)
Allegation Reporte

Year Initiated

1980 1981 1987 T 1983

No. Initiated 9 7 3
linresolved 4] ) U U

NSRS noted minor apparent adwinistretive problems
vith maintaining renoct [liles curreat Although
ieaviution Gad been ettected, one differing opinion
tiitiated 1n September 1982 was not closed uilil
questioned by NSRS 1n Novembar 10R7T ant sie sllacas
Livae seporl ot (¥B83 INo. 24) should als: have be
closed w#zcording to the Compliance Supery sor but
had not bees vhen reviecad hy vope

Al teports reviewed lor (9BZ and 15983 indicsted
investigation hy the UNG as required or permitied by
procedure.

ihlotmal
converszations with the departed NRC resident iaspec-
tor prior to the review indicated that a 1983 he
was nol receiving the number of allegaticns reported
Lo um as lie had previously experienced. In combi-
pation with the above table, this information cauld
indi~ate an actual dJdecrease in the number of dis-
cerned problems and/or an improvemenl in the “trust”
ol empioyees that their supervisors will: adequalely
resolve probiiems brought informally te their alten=

Lion This phiy e

¥

Although not directly o part of Lthe ceview,

af corrective action sDpEale :

have = £ jUali iy piese fihed aliil ;ggrikll!;qn‘ $



- BNP=QCP 10.33, revision 4 of
"Stop Work Procedure " prescribes
the é!lkl!it and authoriiy for this action. Stop
vork sutho:ity was granted Lo "Any employee having
quality assurance/quality contrel responsibilities

. . ." This procedure Jid not reflect the new OMC or
nnnp responsibilities lor evalustion of correcs
tive action. However, from a telephone conversation
with the Supervisor of the Prucedures and Training
Unit on Decewoer 6, 1983, it was learned that
revision 5 to QCP 10.33 had been approved wilu an
effective date of December 12, 1985, which corrected
the situation.

A review of the stop work log and stop work docu-
ments eaintained by the QMO indicated that (the
author:ty had been excrcised on thrze occasions in
1953, sia times 1n 1982, and twice ip 1983, Resolu-
tion had been obtained on all except the two most
recent occasions.  This phase of corrective aclion
appeared to have been adequately implemented and
#ith the issue of BNP-QCP 10.33, revision 5 ol
Degember 12, 19835, will be adequatedly prescribed.

Nom’on!oxwmr Ri‘yurla = BNP=OCP 11 4 wevizicn 1L

aaaid i 0, s —eviss A
ol November I, 1983, "Control of Noenconformances,”
willi add udum | ii hovember <3, 1983, had been

PR T e (R TIRES S | rev H H :
divisico-level nolicv and aracedures, 1L aopropri
SACLY LpTietecn acapuusiviiiiies vl the WUoaD
indtiating, reviewing, and distributing noncontors
Wil v reports  and  vverilying corrective action

SO0 2T Ol LI Y epciadaed Lial revasio was
rematn effective for the control ol outsia
thvesligation repurls (ULIES ) since that YT oan

. .
Ty Lige tpnspevt il
) R i
: 1By . 2 r
L= 3 e yast Liury LB L LU Al o L3

frend analysis requiremsents (o) NCRe were nol

1
rihed ar referenced hy l'\«. b 1n ',' but Wt #
in BNP=OCE 10 41 frend Analvsis Prog
N EViteErs ' L inied a hanger | ney
team  during a peer review' of a  previ
iaspected  and accepted OGrinnel sway strul The
banger L bserved g deviats { rom i epli
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, gund )d to have been adequately pre-

ribed, It idered by NSRS that mm’m
program changed remdered an assessment of imple-
mentation  adequacy  indeterminate. Additional
changes to nonconformaunce reporting and resolution
vere anticipated by project management when OGA
issucs a Management Policy Requirement un deviation
contro!.

Inspection Rc ccuoa llou'cel IRNs) - BNP-QCP 10.43,
revision . vith addendum 1,
"lnspection Rc ecuon laticc," ptovnded the adminis-
trative coatrol and requirements for the IRN defi-
ciency reporting and correction system. This sys.em
replaced the Quality Control Investigation Report
system in November 1983 whereby observed or sus-
pected prodlems were identified for evaluation and
resolution by Comstructiocn Engineering. According
to project management, this was done in an effort to
reduce paperwork and improve the productivity of
both the crafts and engineering personnel.

The procedure appeared to have provided inadequate
and potentially confusing requircocnts and informas
tion. AmGng the xuu'nx"'!'.‘ anted during U [eview oL
the procedure ani onservation of the inapeitio

process vere!:

L:; R(‘a.tuu;s\luiniy for determiny’ ion s!f Girifective
action was unassigued. Correction vag presum
ta he weomplishod by U thivaiived  cral
it was apparently intended thal LUhe crafts
would involve Construction Engineering (f they
GAPe —linkils ! :
Ccritecia lor makiligy Ulis cetermination were not
specirlied. NSHS ohserved reinspection { a
"corrected” IRN condition in which the allow-
sbile gap belween a banger base plate and Lhe
wall to which it was euunted (hy welding
bolting) was excessive. The correclive action
taken had heen i ST { cement K1
around ihe gap. AS this caorrection wa
unacceptable, the 36 thnspecton properiy
rejected the haager agoin and wrotle a new 1RN

(2} The procedure required ig ol ai
if, upon reimspectict, the ticieucy had not
been corrected and the 1aitiat f a new (RN
ot Lthe same probliem It wa net clear hows
voided [KNs were o be 15t for trend anac




ﬂddi;ioanlly. the procedure required 3 ueekly
report Lo the Q4 cf IRNs not corrected wi'kiy,

ment IRNs," written shen an IRN s voided aw
indic.ted above, extend the five-day deadiine
although the stated purpose of the weekly
report was to notify management of "arcas that
require more timely corrective action.”

Training ha? been proveded to QC inspectors and
engineering personnel in the I3 procedure.
However, interviews with selected 9C snd eugi-
neering persoanel revealed some confusion
regarding the system, Two inapectors told NSRS
they were no loager allowed o ioitiaie NCRs.
Another inspector stated he would write i [RN
only if the problem could be igmedistely cor-
rected; otherwise, he wouls write an NCR. One
engineering unit supervisor siated he was not
sure how the IRN progiam would work or how 1t
interfaced wilh ponconformance  repurting

6

It was polted that the SK¥ pregram had beeo
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= reviewed hy NGRS = o croe bl ronfusias—and
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S : 5 be stated that the project management-agreed
- ice wvould be to delegate action for le to

= - T ' the Quality Fanager.

- This situation appeared Lo be a second ccampie
of the expected confusion associated will a new
or sigmficantly revised program.  iniess

= continued responsibility, routing, or time-
- = liness difficulties are experienced, the QB
- sita actinon program intent appeared to be
a sufficiently straightforward ar  presently
= prescribed. :

Roie Trend Analysis - Trend analys.s at lrellefonte

e vas requi ced Lo be performed in accordance with

ENP-QCP 10.41, revision € of September 10,

1983, "Tread Analywnis Progiam.” This procedure

: identified the corrective action information to
te be trended and provided the requirements for
oo preparation and review of the reports.  lteas
tc be trended included IRNs, NCRs, NRC vioia

tions, OQA deviation reports, and autosiiad
> process contiol reject records. This listing
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Mt itevs and miguificant items (SAML snd

’.‘m W:‘{)“ ‘ tkm”t!ﬁ that these reparts 7 ‘_‘
had been propated m.d giNtributed by COKST dite - =

QA prior to implemeatstica of ibe GR Go

Fobruary 1983, A sumsary of data Crom toie -

review 16 tatwiated 10 sttachment 4. As <k =
the trend program ai Watls Baz, oumuislove oets s
for historical compaiision ¥ag not available in — ©

the report. IEN tread repoerts had nat—neen - =
geneeated  because “ that - progrem  had  pody o

_cecently boen implemsnied. (Novembe: 1233), but v

the required favmat wis obserwed Lo be similar
to that of the previous QCIK - trend veports,

I3 an intarview with NSRS, the Quality Manager

 stated his belief that the new trend analysts

precedure should be acre etfective than the
previoss method Decause ot reguited snalys s af - o -
the unit level as well as follew-up reporeacy ==
on recompended temedial actions.- - No gquarlecly. - -
or IRN repsirts had heeo géndrated under  the
conteory of BEP-QCP 10041, revision G, at the <~
time of the XSRS review s au effoctivenes— o -
assessment wr s not made " > A

Compavisva-Corretiy veTAcLion Proprems
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Inspestivu Rejection Notices - Although recently
in at , there :ppeared to be »

sajor philosoghical difference in initiation of
IRNs between the sites. WEN QC Persoane’ wouid
nol initiate, pey provedure, TRNs for deficiens
cies correctable within the inspector s wvork
day. They may also assign IRNs te the CONST
Eagineeriag Group for resolution. beilefonte

inspectors had been instencted Lo write [RNs

for all probhlems regardless of how quickly
resolved. One inspector expressed a belief
that if the problem could not be 1mmediately
corrected, an NCR should be initiated. The BLN
QCP controlling IRNs did not sssign responsi-
bility for determining the sdequacy of a pro-
posed resolution. There was no divisioo-level
procedure for the control of [RNs,

Quality Bulletirs - Watts HBar had recently
issued 3 site procedore defining and describing
site aclions an response to a (B,  Belletonte
had also issued a procedure, but it copsisied
of only the division-level procedure as n
attachment o a  BNP-OCP  coversheet
divisionslevel preteduce did oot detarl  <te
reaponsibilitics or aclions 1o response ta a OF
Sut appeared to be straight-forvard in 1nten
Tread-Analysis The wosi sagnificant aytter-
el e an mplementation ol the trend pregraes
belween the sites was observed in the Jdistribu-
Lion wl greports and the method of Adetiem

Lo vasclile ul o oreported lnlormat oo At WEN
monthly IRN t:end reports  wers 110t
internal Lo the oMl 1BNg vers yencrtad
Friirulage H ;;ui;}:- Lichs paiduismed allhougn
".;,_:.‘:';;.U.‘ wad 0L Wi crelined. At KIN
IRN trend reports were distributed to the
Congrtruction by FEERe - & Fivjecl Hanager, afl
Getnile 15 the Assislant Myt 151 NS
refurivd, howeyer, the pomber of YN a5
GGated with o pisen defeft ] t4us8, U Oiigin,

had to constitule {ive percentl or ,_.n-..!u' ol
the total IRNs—uitiatail for the Fummary report
ferivd - regarstess o3 the nomher of inspert yons
PErTOTRAN - L wak  aiss noled that the two
SilvE ;&1<¥('&-‘Ir[;!'; Fooiedures requited ditter-

ey detalivncy reportl types to te ncluded
LEuOd Tep0res
iy =35 1 131%1 £ve 1S it =
ing Pt o ?
., il i




Inspection Proces .

An o part of the QMO reviev, NSRS observed Luspectors
perforsing inspections on selected activities at each
gite. An activity chosen was hanger (support) ins;oce
tion. The following accounts of hanger inspection were
gathered by RSRS reviewers by interviews with the ineece
tors and observation ot the inspections actually
performed:

Watts Bar

At WBN the crafts initiated the hanger {support) inspec
tion process. The first step vwas to request that a “pull
test” on the embedded anchors (if applicable) be per-
formed. In order to get this inspection performed, the
craftsman completed attachment C of WBN-QCP-4.23 and
signed the inspection-request log. After completicn of
this activity Lhe craftsman requested a binal hanger
(support) inspection by completing attachment A ol
WEN-QCP-4.2) and signing the inspection \og. (Reviewer's
note: WBN-QCP-4.23, “lnstallation, “Inspection, and
Documentation Requirements for Heismic Supports,” was
superseded on July 10, 1982, by WEN-QCP-4.23-2 through
-9 . procedure  SErics. Tie above-wertioned attachment-
were part of WEN-QUP-4.22 and were superseded with *f

prucedire However, it appeared that the attachment:
veres tutrently in use af the WRN afta. )} Prisr o

forming a tinal supporl inspection, Lhe inspeolor o

rarted the <raft torema. 5c that craftsmen would bDe

available at the area while the inspector performed the
inspection{a). The first iaspection chgerved by NSRS was
.' L L " - + } i S

requeste !

nf three han {gupportsl an the reactor buliding w
the thiee hangers had been aspected previsusly and

hod heenn relcs ted for ne iocation Thi ‘\..io’,.u!"

bheen rewnrked ind were resubmitt ed (o inspeclion o

prudiig Filela  Lhange CyuUst i

suppoerts  tur inspeclon hocked thread engajemenl O

anchors, Ieungth f tube steel, proper hanget device,

spaving belsedt vashers on ends ol device

i ‘.,.a': 1 ““i'
washers, mininum distance belween embedded auchors,

of plate, anid td quality The weld cuaslily examinal 1o6
consisced of a final visual imspection nly, but Lhe
iuspector dad check the welds with o a fillet gauge

iispector uoled 1O the reviewer dhal the tube steel hLad

Thie
if

been welded on all lour sides whereas the draving

I Lhe "l"!:.'i 3! I only !"p.iln‘l wiitd on 18 5 i i hit
ftaled Lhal thit was ; tabls i i i

willh ! . nicat prpe t Bt iP Wi finki

1! Lhe & t il Wi R ! ..!i"', 1




noted by the inspector on these two supports wak that the
vasher spacing (distance hetween cenlers of the washers)
on one set of washers exceeded the criteria. The inspec-
tor informed the craftsman of this discrepancy and the
craftsman corrected the probles and the support was
accepted in accordance with procedures with no IKN being
written. After completion of the inspection of these two
supports, the inspector tied each hanger with tane to
indicate that they could be painted

With the exception of checking threal cagager {surport
vas velded Lo an embedded plate) of anchors, inuspec~
tor checked the third support for the same things he bad
tntrﬂed on the first two supports. When chis cking weld
quality the inspector had the craftsman hresh the weld Lo
remove some paint. Two discrepancies, undersized weld
and arc strike, were noted by the inspector on the third
hanger. The inspector informed the craftsman ol these
preblems and left the area. The NSRS reviewver asked the
inspector if he was going to write an [RN on this support
and the inspector stated that he would wmot. e did
indicate that he would record tbe reasons for rejecting
the support in the "Comments” column on the laspection
sign-up log and that the craft would have to sign the log
agaii 1o have the suoncrt reinspecte in areardance
with the IRN procedure (WENP-QCI-1.02-1} the prohles
should have been duocumenled o0 an IRM as ar dpatirplaiiie

tiad

.
N e desvwam aiiy tha gt

S Lihe, { it futivwilg licivpcies wert nols hy &h
sl rumenlal o0 iRnspeLLor and were recourded of oan RN
Some weld:s had been painted and 114 not he
S
v
i hangess oo the atr | Vs .
reactor buiidiag structursal i il
ap r relorenced) aria

The QL inspector appeared to b
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the required document package ina i1 fidale 1nsj
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tit: 2. 10n and ittributles t i
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consulted Manger Engincering for cclerenced information,
sad verified their tesi equipment was correctly calie
brated. At the anchoi=pull iaspection location, it was
determined that only four of six required holt Fales for
each hanger baseplate had been drilied. The inspectors
"cancelled” this inspeclion after consultation with the
ccaft foreman, apd an IRN was not written. In accordance
with the IRK procedure, au RN should have been 1nitiated
on the unacceptable condition. At the final acceptance
hanger location, it was determined that one of the two
baseplates of the wall-mounted Sanger was oversized and
not in conformance with Variance MA-55-81-63. The
inspectors indicated this situation would require issu-
ance of an IRN, docusenting Lhe condition,

Bellefonte

Hanger inspections were selected for observalion al
Bellefonte as at Watts Bar. Hanger inspeciors normally
worked in teams to reduce the chance of interpretaticn
mista¥es, for mutual 3ssistance in making and checkiog
measuic "ts, and to simplify data recording. The Hanger
QC Unit aiso sired “peer review" of accepted inspec-

tions Peer reyv.ow was ohserved to he an interns! sndit

process whereby a second team ol oxbrriem rd (Aspectors
wouid te-inspect a peccenfage of receniily accep
hatigres inspecloa Uy ol tcams i she HUC Unit

a - - - - - » (18,

hargers ‘ound detficient on peer review had 1o

tu=
eyt o e - -
4 3 5 inig P
unigue Lo pikN KRC, in 'hLi 198 = uc kg
& . Foen
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ment toierance of what Nk riassitied as an
re =<lici FaLs NSRS IrVire i current pret o
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for the WIK progras ma porease Lhe fnumbes
tions due Lo interpretlal i fi1813d Drohiees
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review (or audit)] leas fhe inspecticn iZas
three haugers, oue ot ¥nil b had heen reEy]ol
for eicessive gap hetvern the bia plate and LL¢
whiiclk 1! was scunled ihi haigrr %2 igatn It
the same cond.lion «i1lh 3 625 iRN e una
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Vil

exceed the allovable & degrees tolerance of the wnubber
angle with the centeriine of the pipe by a factor of tvo.

NCR 2547 was later reported to have been initiated.  (his
was later announced as the first peer review reje tion
since initiation of the new IRN procedure on Novesbor |,
1983

Tha :nspectors observed by NSRS reviewers appesred to be
tamiliar with inspection proccdures and techriques and
operated efficiently in teams. Inspeclors were crntzally
located in the auxiliary building, quickly accessible to
the crafts. Necessary reference materis' wos maio’ sooed
at the central work station.
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~ Brown, J. llmﬂm Quality Control Unit :
Brown, V. l.. laspertor, Manger Quality Centreol Unit > -
Chapmac, L. D.; Group Lead.r, DCU-A
Coffesn, C. 0.; luspector, lustruwmentation Quality Control
~Unit
BN 5 5 Projeft Manager
Doty, F. L Inspector, Mechanical Quaiity Control Unit
Fischer, B. A Supcthsur. DCU-4
Fischer, M. R.: Inspector, Hanger Quality Contceol Unit
Foster, J. L.; Inspector, Hanger Quality Control Unit
Franks, C. V., Inspector, Civil Quaity Control Urit
QGardner, E.; l‘u:;er Quality Control Unit
Gross, S. \i., Inspector, Instrumatation Quality Control
Una?*
Rill, J. D.; laspector, Mechanical Ouality Coatrel Unit
Iolder, = H.. Inspector, Electrical Quality Control Unit
olloway, J K.; Hanger Quality Control Unit
Howard, K. Supetvnsor, HEL
Hughes, J. H inspector, Welding Quality Control Unit
Johnson, G. H;; laspector, Welding Quality Control Unit
Johason, H. C.; Assistant Quality Manager
Johnson, R.; Inspector, Hanger Quality Contral Unit
Kindred, J. F.; luspector, Electrical Quality Contral
Unit
Lbowe, L. E.: luspeclar. Eleciric al faabity Cantrnl int
Mann, P C ; Supervisor, Nuilear Licensing Unit
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Allender, B. R ; MQC Inspector
aderson, R. D.; Assistavt Quality Maniges
Beisden, G. M.; Sugervisor, Mauger Quality Coatrol Lt
Ballard, J. P.; Supervisor, Mechanical Enginerring Unit-H
Ballew, 5. A.; lnspeiior, Electrical Quality Control Unit
Bessom, W. H., Supervizor, Civil Quality Control Vait-A
Bridges, D. R.; Inspector, Instrumentat ion Quality fontrol
Unit
Christopher, C. 0. Assistant Quality Mainager
Colield, J. C.; Assistant Qualily Manager
Cole, G. 8.; Imspector, Hanger Quality Controi Umit
Coleman, A. W., HQC Inspector
Cormwell, ¥. G.; Inspector, Welding Quality Contiol Lot
Deecing, W T, luspector, Haoger Quality Contl sl Uuidt
Demastus, D. H.; Electrical Quality Concro! Unit
Freeman, C. M.; Supervisor, Civil Quality Control Unit-8
Calloway, K. G.; Supervisor, Welding Quality Centrol Unit
Gibboney, T. D., Civil Quality Control Unmit-A
Creer, A. 5.; Supervisor, Electrical Quality Lontrel Dnil
Y.dacek, M. W : Procedures and Training Unit
Hale, K. C.; Inspector, Civil Quality Control Lmil=A
Hannah, J. T.; Inspector, Electrica)l Quality Control Uit
Hardin, R. L. ; fuspector, Electrical uality Tontral Usit
Hatmaker, W © , Procedusr=s and Training Unit

Hitson. . % . Pnsges for Flait s i T3 =
Huttaker, B. F ; Supervisor, Hanger Engineering
jetlon, L., Lousbiuviivi supr? iplendent
: - .
folinson 4 thsaial Moo
isvendss, & e SR tST Th chin il
gt
;.uu‘, C ll ;il‘)gilit‘:’, writitg Juaii 5t
s o ; £ o - J
vnil
Luck . J.: inspect Bethane a T
%33 3 Hatises Tity
-, »
Belurey, 8 ¢ nspect ali 3 y
W < = =
Lnit
Miller, O & weld
Mize, J. A. 1] jusg Mo '
il
Hoore, ¥
Rsbors, K MLA T 3 i it
Bash A £ ! L
Neal, A B Higsd
Nichals, - i # Lab
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6. L. 'lmtor, Electrical Quality Contral

Rogers, S. K. ; IQC lnspector

Self, J. W ; Supervisor, N5 Unit

Shepard, P. L.; Supervisor, Electrical bogineering Unio -

Somerfield, D ¥ | Tnspector, lostrumentation Quality
Control Unit

Terry, M. R.; Inspector, Mechanical Quality Control Usit

T, V. P.; Supervisor, Instrumentation Enginerring

it-A

Vest, C. k. ; Mechanical Quality Control Unit

Vowell, J. C.; laspector, Mechanical Quality Contiol Lot

Wadewitz, C.; Project Manages

Weinbaum,
Woody, C.

J., Supervisor, Materials Service. Unit
M., Inspector, Hanger Quality Comtrel Unit

VIIL. DOCUMENTS REVIEWED

WBNP-QCT 1.37, K7, "Quality Assurance Organization - Watts Bar

Nuclear Plant”

WBNP-QCI 1.11~!, "ludoctrination amd Train:
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QC Insprctor”
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"‘i. “Inspection and Testing of Bolt An-hors Set
ﬁ:m and Control of Attachments to Eabedded
rm (Addendums | and 2), April &, 198)

WBNP-QCP-4.13-VTC, RO, "Final Visual weld Examination,
(Addendum 1) May 16, 1583

VENP-QCP-4.23-3, RI, "Support Location and Orjentation,”
August 18, 1983

WENP-QCP-4.23-4, R1, "Support Visusl Exsmination of weld Joints,
May 16, 190}

WENP-QCP-4.23-5, R}, “Suppert Shock Suppressors,” August 18
WBNP-QCP-4 .23-6, R2, "Support Springs.” August 18, 198)
WBNP-QCP-4.23-7, K1, "Support Lubrication,” August 18, 1%
WRNP-QCP-4.23-8, R3, "Support Final Inspection,” August 18, 1951

WERP-QCI-1.02-1, RS, "lInspection Sejection Notices,” April .
1983

Seourandum e A =, ﬁw.' £ v &, L. Gratads dated ey

1983, “Eaginerring/Ouality Control and Quality Manager Urgan zatioq
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\TTADYMENT 2
LEN THEND REPORTS

MALCH-SEFTEICER 1533 « WATTS BAR s
Harch pri] Hay June July  Asgust Sept Totals
1/ h 188 +/R407 A760 0 12/4240 179508 9/8305 0/7473 37/546377
29/ 26 /199 /189 8,1555% 6/2904 2076454 2/3806 89/19215
</ Ra¢ / V60 h/RGEY 0,038 1/18,110  2/10,698 </ 8180 19/71,084
4214 076824 ‘;s: . 0, '416 079698 /9947 179992 1/31,917

TOTAL 13271%¢.593

|

0/ 134, i1/ 767 5/349 %3/1278 98/ 645 63/626 19/ 144 358/5751

L /1009 13%/2108 10871611 G0, | &B6 136/1330 20871373 248/2357 951/11,274 ﬂ

8/17133 1/373%  15/2017 22/100. 46/835 54/€17 91/901 470/8504 |
. 9344 117} 2 5/328 13/393 2¢/584 90/2831

TOTAL 18857183560
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Jan-June Jily-Dec
1980 1980
Mech 100 152
Weld 76 116
Hor
Her
!’ e ‘5
i P 1.“» | 7
< 11 3
R& ' 7
156 106
Totals 421 462

CEN T vV | &V

ATTACHMENT 3

TREND ANALYSIS REPORTS
SIMI-ANYUAL = NCRs - WATTS BAR

Jani=June July-Dec Jan-June
oy )l pyasity 1982
221 248 121

13 23 ( 17
44 51

wh 40 22
12 15 35
17 36 32
.5 SR NR
1573 NR NR
515 466 278

July=-Dec
1982

110
14
w9
36
32

264




L

IV

Al

NCE
NeC
@it

j

, Quarters

—
-

-_—

o i wiw)

= e

ATT ACHMENT &
wATTS BAR TREND ANALYSIS
STANTEICANT AND REPORTABLE ITEMS

31, ‘usrters 1941 H 1982 Quarters 1982 1983, Quarters
g 2 S Wt WO v mg o v LT e
Al LR A K & WERH § s Fuira | it { ) 1 &8
1354410 13 5 MR i ) ey ) 3 0. 4%
0. AL 3 0 RIE it 4 0 0.5 O
1 ) 18 1 6ic5el SN ATA 0 0o 0
0 0 1 ¢ 1 0 0 1 0 0.:71.0%
NCOTT LTEMS
1 106 27457600 SBHSE 179 18,1205
a 6 < WG ORI 2 05t
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
, 0 I TR 1 (OEDC QA Extinct
, OQA Auditing)
AFLLE UNT1 REND ANALYSIS
51 ONIFIC\NT /NU REPORTABLE 1TEMS
33V i) 2 60 b G220 38 6 FAEI () v
10 iy & 4; 4 5 4 4 18 1 1
< YRR | IEAE TREAN § 10 B TA SN K88 114010050
AR TACSSSRT. 15 S AR AT T 17 6 10
O 0 : i 0 4] 2 2y 2 1 0 ¥
\UZIT ITEMS
29438 gAY Lol CHRRRA « VRBE, | YR b1+ 9 0 n
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